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FEDERAL  ELECTION  COMMISSION 

[Notice  1976-971 

ADVISORY  OPINIONS 

The  Federal  Election  Commission  an¬ 
nounces  the  publication  today  of  Ad¬ 
visory  Opinions  1975-39,  1975—55,  1975- 
84,  1975-95,  1975-99,  1975-105,  1975-106, 
1975-107.  The  Commission’s  opinions  are 
in  response  to  questions  raised  by  indi¬ 
viduals  holding  Federal  office,  candidates 
for  Federal  office  and  political  commit¬ 
tees,  with  respect  to  whether  any  spe¬ 
cific  transaction  or  activity  by  such  in¬ 
dividual.  candidate,  or  political  commit¬ 
tee  would  constitute  a  violation  of  the 
Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971, 
as  amended,  of  Chapter  95  or  96  of  Title 
26.  United  States  Code,  or  of  Sections 
608,  610,  611,  613,  614,  615,  616,  or  617 
of  Title  18  United  States  Code. 

The  Commisison  points  out  that  these 
advisory  opinions  should  be  regarded  as 
interim  rulings  which  are  subject  to 
modification  by  future  Conunission  regu¬ 
lations  of  general  applicability.  In  the 
event  that  a  holding  in  either  opinion 
Is  altered  by  the  Commission’s  regula¬ 
tions,  the  persons  to  whom  the  opinions 
were  issued  will  be  notified. 

Advisory  Opinion  1975-39 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CAMPAIGN  DEBTS  OWED  TO 
CORPORATIONS 

The  Federal  Election  Commission 
renders  this  advisory  opinion  under  2 
U.S.C.  437f  in  response  to  a  request  sub¬ 
mitted  by  Mr.  Marvin  S.  Schwarzwald  on 
behalf  of  the  Metzenbaum  Post-Cam¬ 
paign  Committee.  ’This  request  was  made 
public  by  the  Commission  and  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  September  3, 
1975  (40  FR  40676).  Interested  parties 
were  given  an  opportunity  to  submit  com¬ 
ments  relating  to  the  request.  One  com¬ 
ment  was  received. 

The  requesting  party  seeks  an  advisory 
opinion  as  to  whether  a  candidate’s  com¬ 
mittee,  which  incurred  debts  during  the 
1974  senatorial  campaign,  may  settle 
those  debts  writh  corporate  or  non-cor- 
porate  creditors,  if  tiie  committee  has 
made  a  serious  effort  to  bring  down  the 
amount  of  said  debts  since  the  date  of 
the  election  and  has  little  likelihood  of 
raising  additional  funds  sufficient  to  pay 
all  debts  in  full. 

After  the  1974  election,  the  Metzen¬ 
baum  campaign  had  outstanding  debts 
of  $113,000,  but  subsequently  decreased 
that  debt  to  approximately  $79,000.  ’The 
Conunittee  expresses  concern  that,  in 
view  of  Advisory  Opinions  1975-5  and 
1975-6,  (40  PR  31316,  July  25,  1975), 
cash  settlements  with  corporate  creditors 
may  constitute  violations  of  18  U.S.C. 
610  or  611.  Advisory  Opinion  1975-6 
stated  that  “if  the  cr^tor  is  a  national 
bank,  corporation,  labor  organization,  or 
government  contractor,  cancellation  of 
the  debt  may  be  a  ‘contribution’  of  the 
type  that  have  been  prohibited  imder  18 
U.S.C.  §  610  and  §  611  for  many  years.” 

However,  In  Advisory  Opinion  1975-50 
(40  FR  58392,  December  16,  1975)  the 
Commission  set  forth  the  conditions 


under  which  debts  owed  by  political 
committees  to  corporations  could  be 
settled  without  being  regarded  as  a  cor¬ 
porate  contribution  in  violation  18  U.S.C. 
610.  The  Commission  stated; 

The  final  question  concerns  the  iq>pllca- 
tlon  of  18  X7.S.C.  610  to  the  settlement  or 
forgiveness  of  debts  owed  by  a  candidate  or 
political  committee  to  corporations.  In  gen¬ 
eral.  a  corporation  may  not  forgive  prior 
debts  or  settle  these  debts  for  less  than  the 
amount  owed  by  the  candidate  or  committee, 
because  settlement  or  forgiveness  of  a  cor¬ 
porate  debt  is  a  contribution  under  §  610. 
However,  in  certain  extenuating  circum¬ 
stances  (which  shall  be  subject  to  Com¬ 
mission  scrunlty  on  a  case  by  case  basis), 
settlement  or  forgiveness  of  such  a  cor¬ 
porate  debt  may  not  be  considered  a  contri¬ 
bution  under  section  610  if  a  showing  is 
made  to  the  Commission  that  the  corporate 
creditor  has  treated  the  outstanding  debt  of 
a  candidate  or  political  committee  In  a  com- 
merically  reasonable  manner. 

Such  a  showing  must  include  at  least  the 
following : 

(1)  That  the  initial  extension  of  credit 
to  the  candidate  or  political  committee  was 
made  in  a  manner  and  on  terms  similar  to 
extensions  of  credit  to  a  non-politlcsd  debtor 
or  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  a  regulatory  Board  or  Commission  pur¬ 
suant  to  2  U.S.C.  451; 

(2)  That  the  candidate  or  political  com¬ 
mittee  has  undertaken  an  exhaustive  effort 
to  satisfy  the  outstanding  debt;  and 

(3)  The  corporate  creditor  has  pursued  its 
remedies  in  a  manner  similar  in  intensity  to 
that  employed  in  pursuit  of  a  non-political 
debtor. 

Should  the  Metzenbaum  Committee  wish 
to  settle  a  corporate  contribution,  the 
Committee  and  the  corporation  must 
make  a  showing  that,  at  the  minimum, 
the  above  criteria  have  been  met. 

The  Commission  recently  concluded  in 
Advisory  Opinion  1975-82  (40  PR  57757, 
December  11.  1975)  that  contributions  to 
retire  pre-1975  campaign  debts  could  be 
solicited,  received,  and  expended  for  that 
purpose  after  December  31,  1975,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  limits  in  18  U.S.C.  608 
(b)  and  (c).  The  opinion  set  forth  sev¬ 
eral  restrictions  on  fundraising  efforts, 
to  retire  debts  incurred  with  respect  to 
1974,  and  earlier,  elections.  The  Metzen¬ 
baum  Post-Campaign  Committee  is  gen¬ 
erally  referred  to  AO  1975-82  as  appli¬ 
cable  to  its  situation.  In  view  of  the 
Commission’s  policy  reflected  in  that 
opinion,  the  Committee  must  obviously 
undertake  additional  efforts  to  retire  its 
outstanding  debts  before  corporate  cred¬ 
itors  can  properly  settle  or  forgive  debts 
ow'ed  to  them.  AO  1975-50,  supra. 

.  This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  on  an 
interim  basis  only  pending  promulgation 
by  the  Commission  of  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  or  policy  statements  of  general  ap¬ 
plicability. 

Advisory  Opinion  1975-55 
organization  contributions  to  charity 

IN  LIEU  OF  HONORARIUM  TO  FEDERAL  OF¬ 
FICEHOLDER  («  SCHOLARSHIP  FUND 

This  advisory  opinion  Is  rendered 
imder  2  U.S.C.  437f  in  response  to  a  re¬ 
quest  for  an  advisory  opinion  which  was 
submitted  by  Congressman  A1  UUman 
and  was  published  as  AOR  1975-55  in  the 


September  3, 1975,  Federal  Register  (40 
FR  40679) .  ^terested  parties  were  given 
an  opportunity  to  submit  written  com¬ 
ments  rdatlng  to  the  request,  but  none 
were  received. 

’The  request  a^s  generally  whether 
money  donated  by  a  private  organization 
to'  a  legitimate  charity  or  scholarship 
fund,  either  in  lieu  of  or  in  addition  to 
any  honorarium  accepted  by  a  Member 
of  Congress,  is  subject  to  the  limitations 
of  section  616  of  Title  18,  United  States 
Code.  Speciflcally,  the  request  asks 
whether: 

(a)  A  private  organization  can  in  proper 
fashion  make  a  donation  to  a  legitimate 
charity  either  In  lieu  of,  or  In  addition  to 
honorariums  that  might  otherwise  be  accept¬ 
ed  by  a  Member  of  Congress  from  the  same 
organization;  and 

(b)  A  Member  of  Congress  can  establish 
in  a  proper  fashion  a  scholarship  fund  with 
an  Independent  board  of  directors,  and  then 
In  some  manner.  Indicate  to  the  organization 
that  it  consider  making  a  donation  to  the 
scholarship  fund  In  lieu  of  providing  him 
with  a  honorarium,  while  stressing  that  such 
a  donation  would  not  be  a  condition  for 
the  Congressman’s  appearance. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Commission,  as 
expressed  in  Advisory  Opinion  1975-8 
(Part  A) ,  40  PR  36747  (August  21,  1975) , 
that  if  the  Member  of  Congress  has  any 
dominion  or  control  over  the  money  paid 
in  lieu  of  an  honorarium  to  a  legitimate 
charity,  then  he  or  she  has  “acc^ted” 
it  as  an  honorarium  and  the  limits  of  18 
U.S.C.  §  616  will  apply.  For  a  fuller  dis¬ 
cussion  of  what  generally  constitutes  the 
exercise  of  dominion  and  control,  see  AO 
1975-8,  supra. 

The  Commission  is,  however,  of  the 
opinion  that  dominion  or  control,  and 
hence  acceptance,  will  not  be  imputed 
where  (1)  an  elected  or  appointed  Fed¬ 
eral  officeholder  delivers  a  speech  or 
makes  an  appearance  before  an  organiza¬ 
tion  which  ordinarily  pays  honorariums 
in  similar  circumstances;  (2)  the  office¬ 
holder  expressly  informs  the  organiza- 
’  tion  that  payment  of  an  honorarium  is 
not  a  condition  for  his  or  her  speech;  and 
(3)  subsequent  to  the  speech,  the  orga¬ 
nization  makes  a  gift  to  a  charity  to 
which  the  officeholder  has  previously 
contributed  or  otherwise  endorsed. 

’The  Commission  stresses  that  the  do¬ 
nation  to  a  charitable  organization  must 
be  voluntary  and  not  contingent  upon  a 
speech  or  appearance  by  the  Federal  of¬ 
ficeholder.  In  addition,  the  charitable 
gift  must  be  in  the  name  of  the  organi¬ 
zation  before  which  the  speech  or  ap¬ 
pearance  occurs,  and  not  in  the  name  of 
the  offic^older  (otherwise  the  hono¬ 
rarium  will  be  considered  as  “accepted” 
by  the  officeholder,  see  AO  1975-8, 
(supra) ) .  Accordingly,  and  subject  to  the 
foregoing,  a  charitable  contribution  by 
an  organization  that  would  otherwise  pay 
an  honorarium  for  a  Federal  officehold¬ 
er’s  appearance  will  not  be  regarded  as 
an  hcmorarium  for  purposes  of  18  U.S.C. 
616.  ’This  conclusion  also  applies  where 
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the  donee  la  a  properly  constituted 
"scholarship  fund.”  . 

This  advisory  opinion  is  Issued  on  an 
interim  basis  only  pendlrig  pnunulgatlotn 
by  the  Commission  of  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  or  policy  statemoits  of  general  147- 
I^icabilil^. 

Advbort  Opintoh  1975-84 

COVERAGE  OF  AGEITT’S  FEES  BY  HONORARIUM 
LIMITATIONS 

This  advisory  opinion  is  rendered  imder 
2  U.S.C.  437f  in  response  to  a  request  for 
an  advisory  opinion  which  was  submitted 
by  Congressman  Tom  Railsback  and  was 
published  as  AOR  1975-84  in  the  Novem¬ 
ber  4,  1975,  Federal  Register  (40  PR 
51355).  Interested  parties  were  given  an 
opportunity  to  submit  written  comments 
relating  to  the  request.  No  comments 
were  received. 

The  request  asks  vdiether  a  Menber  of 
Congress,  who  retains  a  speaker’s  bureau 
or  agent  to  obtain  speaking  engagements 
or  appearances  in  exchange  for  a  fee 
(computed  as  a  percentage  of  the 
honorarium  accepted  for  the  speech) 
may  regard  the  honorarium  as  reduced 
by  the  amount  of  the  fee  for  purposes  of 
applying  the  limits  in  18  U5.C.  §616. 
Congressman  Railsback  asks  whether 
this  percentage  fee  is  to  be  included 
under  the  $1,000  per  engagement  and 
$15,000  annual  limits  provided  in  18 
U5.C.  i  616,  or  whether  these  limits  ap¬ 
ply  only  to  income  actually  received  by 
the  Member. 

It  is  provided  in  18  U.S.C.  616  that  : 

Whoever,  while  an  elected  or  i4>polnted 
officer  or  employee  of  any  branch  of  the 
Federal  Oownment— 

(1)  accepts  any  honorarium  at  more  trian 
$1,000  (excluding  amounts  accepted  for  ac- 
ttial  bravel  and  subsistence  expenses)  for  any 
appearanoe,  speech,  or  article;  or 

(2)  accepts  honorariums  (not  prohibited 
by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  section)  aggregat¬ 
ing  more  than  $15,000  In  any  calendar  year; 
shall  be  fined  not  less  than  $1,000  nor  more 
than  $6,000. 

This  provision  clearly  limits  the 
amount  of  honoraria  which  may  be  ac¬ 
cepted  for  an  appearance,  speech  or  ar¬ 
ticle.  The  question  then  arises  as  to 
whether  the  honorarium  accepted  by  the 
Member  should  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  fee  paid  to  some  other  per¬ 
son  for  arranging  the  speech  or  appear? 
ance.  In  this  case,  the  Commission  (X)n- 
cludes  that  the  words  “accepts  any 
honorarium”  and  “accepts  honorariums’* 
should  be  read  narrowly  to  reflect  only 
the  obvious  intent  of  the  statute,  and 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  meaning 
“honoraria  minus  arrangement  ex¬ 
penses.” 

When  Congress  enacted  18  TT.S.C.  616, 
It  speciflcally  exempted  “amounts  ac¬ 
cepted  for  actual  travel  and  subsistence 
expenses”  frran  any  computation  of 
honoraria  limits  (see  in  general  AO 
1975-8,  40  PR  36746,  August  21,  1975). 
The  fact  that  Ccmgress  did  not  provide 
an  exemption  for  agents’  and  speakers’ 
bureau’s  fees  requires  that  they  be 
treated  Identically  to  any  costs  which 
may  be  Inciirred  in  connection  with  mak¬ 
ing  the  appearance,  such  as  travel  and 


subsistence  expenses  when  not  paid  at 
reimbursed  by  the  person  ta  organlza- 
tkm  pasdng  the  honorarium. 

Accordingly,  it  is  the  conclusion  of  the 
Commission  that  any  percmitage  of  an 
honorarium,  which  is  paid  as  a  fee  to 
an  agent  or  speaker's  bureau  in  consid- 
^ation  for  arranging  a  irfaking  eigage- 
aaent  or  other  appearance  for  the  Mem¬ 
ber,  is  part  of  the  honorariumL  Thus,  the 
total  amount  of  the  honorarium  shall  be 
sid)ject  to  the  limitations  of  18  U.S.C. 
616. 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  only  on 
an  interim  basis  pending  the  promul¬ 
gation  by  the  Commission  of  rules  and 
regulations  or  policy  statements  of 
general  applicability. 

Advisory  Opinion  1975-95 

SEPARATE  COMMITTEES  TO  RECEIVE  AMO 
EXPEND  FEDERAL  AND  NON-FEDERAL  FUNDS 

This  advisory  opinion  is  rendered  un¬ 
der  2  U.S.C.  437f  in  response  to  a  request 
by  Mr.  Carl  M.  Williams,  Chairman  of 
the  Colorado  Republican  State  Central 
Committee.  It  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  November  4,  1975 
(40  FR  51357).  Interested  persons  were 
invited  to  submit  written  comments,  but 
none  were  received. 

The  Colorado  Republican  State  Cen¬ 
tral  Committee  (CRSCC)  requests  the 
Commission’s  approval  of  its  plan  for 
establishing  separate  committees  for 
State  and  Federal  election  campaign 
purposes. 

The  request  states  that  in  the  past, 
(3RSCC  supported  Federal,  State,  and 
local  political  candidates  and,  since  1972, 
reported  to  the  previous  supervisory  of- 
fleers  all  “funds  received  and  expendi¬ 
tures  made”  from  its  general  account.  On 
June  23, 1975,  a  new  committee,  the  Colo¬ 
rado  Republican  Committee  (CRC)  was 
formed  to  contribute  to  or  expend  on  be¬ 
half  of  candidates  for  State  and  local 
o£9ces  only.  CRSCC  intends  to  transfer 
to  CRC  its  remaining  cash  balance  and 
to  flle  a  statement  of  termination  with 
the  Commission  in  its  January  31,  1976, 
report,  2  U.S.C.  433, 434. 

Before  December  31, 1975,  the  Colorado 
Republican  Federal  Campaign  Commit¬ 
tee  (Federal  Committee)  will  be  estab¬ 
lished  to  solicit  contributions  and  make 
expenditures  for  Federal  rAmpaign  pur¬ 
poses  only.  CRC  will  not  be  a  subordinate 
committee  to  the  Federal  Committee,  and 
will  not  report  to  it.  CRC  and  the  Federal 
Committee  will  maintain  separate  cam¬ 
paign  depositories,  accounting  systems, 
chairmen  and  treasurers.  The  Federal 
Committee  will  pay  to  CRC  “appropriate 
charges”  for  various  items  of  adminis¬ 
trative  overhead.  Although  both  win  re¬ 
port  to  the  Secretary  of  State  under  Col¬ 
orado  law,  only  the  Federal  Committee 
win  report  to  the  Federal  Eaection  Com¬ 
mission. 

It  is  the  opinion  of.  the  Commission 
that  the  establishment  at  CRC  the 
Federal  Committee,  if  conducted  as  ex¬ 
plained  above  and  pursuant  to  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposed  regulations  on  dls- 
(flosure,  wfll  be  in  compliance  with  the 
disclosure  requirements  of  the  Federal 


Elsetton  Caaspaign  Aet  of  1971,  as 
amended.  OontributiaDs  and  expendi¬ 
tures  received  or  made  by  the  Federal 
Committee  are,  of  course,  subject  to  other 
applicable  Federal  laws  including  18 
UB.C.  §i591,  808,  610,  and  611.  The 
Oommiaskm  notes  that  its  general  audit 
authority  (2  U.S.C.  437d  and  438)  ex¬ 
tends  to  both  CRC  and  the  Federal  Com¬ 
mittee  for  purposes  at  verifying  that  all 
financial  operations  of  the  two  commit¬ 
tees  conform  to  the  r^resentations  made 
in  the  request. 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  on  an 
interim  basis  only  pending  promulgation 
by  the  Commission  of  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  or  pidicy  statements  of  general  ap- 
plicabili^. 

Advisort  Opinion  1975-99 

APPLICATION  OP  18'U.S.C.  611  TO  CONTRIBU¬ 
TIONS  MAOS  BY  GOVERNMENT  CONTRAC¬ 
TORS  TO  NON-FEDERAL  CANOIDATBS  OR  FOR 

NON-FEDSEAL  POLITICAL  PURPOSE 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  pursu¬ 
ant  to  2  U.S.C.  437f  in  response  to  a  re¬ 
quest  submitted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Republican  County  Central  Committee. 
The  request  was  published  on  November 
5,  1975,  in  the  Federal  Register  (40  FR 
51612).  Interested  parties  were  then 
given  an  opportunity  to  commit,  anri  a 
number  of  comments  were  received  by 
the  Commission. 

The  San  Francisco  Republican  County 
Central  Committee  (hereinafter  the 
Committee)  states  that  it  is  a  political 
committee  within  the  meaning  of  18 
U.S.C.  591(d) .  It  conducts  various  activi¬ 
ties  related  to  State,  local  and  Federal 
elections.  The  Committee’s  State  and  lo¬ 
cal  activities  are  funded  out  of  a  separate, 
restricted  bank  account  to  which  various 
persons  (as  defined  by  18  U.S.C.  591(g) ) 
and  labor  organizations  (as  defined  by 
18  U.S.C.  610)  make  contributions.  The 
Committee  asks  whether  this  account 
may  receive  centributions  from  posons 
and  labor  organizations  which  are  gov¬ 
ernment  contractors  within  the  meaning 
of  18  UJS.C.  611. 

The  Commission  concludes  that  the 
prohibitory  language  of  18  U.S.C.  611 
extends  only  to  Federal  elections. 

The  portion  of  611  at  issue  herein  gen¬ 
erally  forbids  parties  entering  into  or 
performing  contracts  with  the  Federal 
government  from : 

•*•  •  •  dlrectiy  or  Indirectly  mak(lng) 
any  contribution  of  money  or  other  thing 
of  value,  or  promis(lng)  expressly  or  Im¬ 
pliedly  to  make  any  such  contribution,  to 
any  political  party,  committee,  or  candidate 
for  public  office  or  to  any  person  for  any 
political  purpoee  or  use; 

It  also  prohibits  any  person  from  “know¬ 
ingly  scdicitdng)  ”  any  contribution  from 
a  government  contractor. 

Although  the  preceding  language  is 
not  dispositive  of  the  question  raised  by 
the  Committee,  when  it  is  examinfi/^  In 
the  context  of  the  “separate  segregated 
fund”  clause  wl^ch  was  added  to  sec¬ 
tion  611  by  a  1974  congressional  amend¬ 
ment,  there  Is  a  persuasive  soggestlaa 
that  it  was  intended  to  apply  to  Fedenl  « 
elections  only. 
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The  claiise  statee  that  a  government 
contractor  may  establish  a  separate  seg¬ 
regated  fund  “for  the  purpose  oi  Influ¬ 
encing  the  nomination  for  election,  or 
election,  of  any  person  to  Federal  office” 
(emphasis  added).  If  the  word  Federal 
Is  not  read  back  Into  the  prior  prohibition 
portion  of  section  611,  there  is  an  ob¬ 
vious  internal  Inconsistency  in  the  entire 
statute.  On  the  one  hand  corporations 
and  labor  unions  which  are  Government 
contractors  could  make  contributions  to 
Federal  elections  out  of  sep>arate  segre¬ 
gated  funds;  on  the  other  hand,  the  same 
corporations  and  labor  unions,  as  well  as 
all  other  persons  and  parties  falling 
within  the  ambit  of  section  611,  would  be 
absolutely  prohibited  from  contributing 
to  state  and  local  elections.  In  short. 
Congress,  for  no  apparent  reason,  would 
have  created  a  distinction  between  con¬ 
tributions  of  Government  contractors  to 
state  and  local  elections  and  contribu¬ 
tions  to  Federal  elections.  The  distinction 
would  produce  a  more  restrictive  result 
where  there  is  clearly  less  of  a  Federal 
interest. 

The  Commission’s  conclusions  are  also 
consonant  with  the  overall  rationale  be¬ 
hind  section  611.  This  rationale — from 
the  time  of  the  statute’s  enactment  in 
1940 — is  clearly  to  prohibit  improper  po¬ 
litical  contracts  between,  on  the  one 
haiid.  Federal  contractors  and,  on  the 
other,  the  Federal  officials  awarding  the 
contracts.  iSee  Cong.  Rec.,  Vol.  84,  Part 
9,  p.  9599  (1939) ;  Cong.  Rec.,  Vol.  86,  pp. 
2981-82  (1940)  1  The  likelihood  that  such 
contracts  would  result  from  contribu¬ 
tions  to  a  state  campaign  is  too  remote  to 
warrant  infringement  of  First  Amend¬ 
ment  rights  by  application  of  section  611. 

It  is  also  to  be  noted  that  the  plain 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  amendments 
to  18  U.S.C.  591,611  made  by  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  and  the 
1974  Amendments  thereto,  is  directed 
at  Federal  elections.  If  Congress  intend¬ 
ed  that  8  611  apply  to  State  and  local 
elections  ofter  the  1971  Act  it  would 
seem  lexical  that  there  would  be  some 
specific  language  or  legislative  history 
to  this  effect.  However,  there  is  none. 
Indeed,  if  section  611  is  deemed  applica¬ 
ble  to  Federal,  State  and  local  elections, 
this  would  make  Federal  contractors 
more  strictly  regulated  than  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  labor  organization  covered 
only  by  section  610. 

In  rendering  this  opinion,  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  mindful  of  the  fact  that  imder 
the  1974  amendments  to  the  1971  Act, 
the  definition  of  contribution  in  section 
591(e),  which  is  restricted  to  ‘‘infiuenc- 
ing”  a  person’s  nomination  or  election 
“to  Federal  office,”  does  not  govern  the 
interpretation  of  section  611  if  it  is  “oth¬ 
erwise  specifically  provided”  in  that  sec¬ 
tion.  However,  wi^in  §  611  there  is  no 
internal  definition  of  “contribution”  nor 
of  several  other  crucial  terms  which  are 
defined  in  8  591;  nor  is  there  any  lan¬ 
guage  expressly  indicating  that  the  sec¬ 
tion  is  intended  to  reach  State  and  local 
as  wdl  as  Federal  elections.  Thus,  it 
seems  evident  that  the  definitions  of  sec¬ 
tion  591  continue  to  preclude  the  appli¬ 


cation  of  §  611  to  State  and  local  elec¬ 
tions. 

The  most  reasonable  construction  of 
the  language  of  sectk»  611  prohibiting 
contributors  from  contrlbutl^  “to  any 
political  party,  committee,  or  candi¬ 
date  .  .  .  or  to  any  person  for  any  politi¬ 
cal  purpose  or  use”  is  that  it  was  meant 
to  a  catchall  clause  applying  to  any 
gift  of  money  which  affecto  the  Federal 
election  process,  irrespective  of  whether 
such  gift  is  to  a  specific  political  party, 
committee,  or  candidate.  This  would  fol¬ 
low  the  well  accepted  doctrine  of  statu¬ 
tory  construction  that,  “where  general 
words  follow  specific  words  in  an  enu¬ 
meration  describing  the  leg;al  subject,  the 
general  words  are  construed  to  embrace 
only  objects  similar  in  nature  to  those 
objects  enumerated  by  the  preceding 
specific  words.”  2A  J.  Sutherland,  Stat¬ 
utes  and  Statutory  Construction,  §  47.17 
(and  cases  cited  therein) ;  FMC  v.  Sea- 
train  Lines,  Inc.,  411  U.S.  726  (1973). 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  on  an 
interim  basis  pending  final  promulgation 
by  the  Commission  of  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  or  policy  statements  of  general  ap¬ 
plicability. 

Advisory  Opinion  1975-105 

PRE-PRIMARY  NOMINATING  CONVENTION  AS 
PART  OF  PRIMARY  ELECTION  PROCESS 

The  Federal  Election  Commission 
renders  this  advisory  opinion  under  2 
U.S.C.  S  437f  in  response  to  a  request 
submitted  by  Mr.  Jack  Stahl  on  behalf 
of  the  Republican  Party  of  New  Mexico. 
'This  request  was  pubished  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  on  November  12,  1975  (40 
FR  52797) .  Interested  parties  were  given 
an  opportunity  to  submit  comments 
relating  to  the  request,  but  no  comments 
were  received. 

Mr.  Stahl  seeks  an  advisory  opinion 
concerning  the  New  Mexico  nominating 
process.  New  Mexico  law  requires  that  all 
candidates  seeking  position  on  the  pri¬ 
mary  ballot,  other  than  write-in  posi¬ 
tions,  must  seek  their  party’s  convention 
designation.  Mr.  Stahl  asks  whether  such 
a  pre-primary  convention  is  a  separate 
election  as  defined  by  18  U.S.C.  591(a). 
and  whether  limitations  on  expenditures 
and  contributions  therefore  apply  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  18  U.S.C.  608. 

The  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that 
a  political  party’s  caucus  or  convention 
held  prior  to  a  primary  election  which 
does  not  select  a  nominee  is  part  of  the 
primary  election  rather  than  a  separate 
election. 

18  U.S.C.  608  provides  separate  con- 
tributiiMi  and  expenditure  lir^tations  for 
the  period  during  which  nomination  is 
sought  and  for  the  period  when  election 
is  sought.  A  pre-primary  convention  for 
the  purpose  of  gaining  access  to  a  pri¬ 
mary  ballot  would  be  part  of  the  primary 
process;  thus,  when  a  candidate  cam¬ 
paigns  for  selection  by  such  a  convention 
he  or  she  would  be  engaged  in  an  effort 
to  secure  nomination  and  the  limits 
applicable  to  that  process  would  be  in 
effect.  These  candidates  would  be  re¬ 
sponsible  for  determining  what  pKirtion 
of  their  expenditures  would  be  necessary 


for  campaigning  before  the  convention 
and  what  portlcm  would  be  needed  to 
campaign  before  the  primary  election  it¬ 
self.  Competing  candidates  could,  by 
agreement,  voluntarily  limit  expendi¬ 
tures  for  a  convention  or  caucus  to  a 
fixed  amount  so  that  an  adequate 
amount  remained  to  be  expended  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  actual  primary. 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  on  an 
interim  basis  pending  promulgation  by 
the  Commission  of  rules  and  regulations 
or  policy  statements  of  general  applic¬ 
ability. 

Advisory  Opinion  1975-106 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  pursu¬ 
ant  to  2  U.S.C.  437f  in  response  to  a  re¬ 
quest  submitted  by  Michael  Kantor  on 
behalf  of  Citizens  for  Senator  Allen 
Cranston  (hereinafter  Committee) .  This 
request  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  November  7,  1975  (40  FR 
52796).  Interested  persons  were  invited 
to  submit  written  comments.  No  com¬ 
ments  were  received. 

This  request  relates  to  a  $10,000  debt 
of  the  Committee  from  the  1974  cam¬ 
paign.  The  Committee  wishes  to  retire 
this  outstanding  debt  from  funds  raised 
in  the  next  few  months.  Senator  Cran¬ 
ston’s  current  term  does  not  expire  until 
1981  and  thus  he  does  not  expect  to  be¬ 
come  a  candidate  for  quite  some  time. 

Specifically,  these  questions  have  been 
asked: 

1.  Whether  the  1974  debt  is  subject  to 
the  disclosure  requirements  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971,  as 
amended  (the  Act) ; 

2.  Whether  the  contribution  limits  of 
18  U.S.C.  608  will  be  applied  to  persons 
contributing  to  retire  the  1974  debt;  and 

3.  Whether  the  fimds  used  to  retire  the 
1974  debt  will  be  charged  against  the  ex¬ 
penditure  limits  of  18  U.S.C.  608(c)  of 
Senator  Cranston  should  he  become  a 
candidate  with  respect  to  a  Federal  elec¬ 
tion  in  1980. 

The  Commission  in  Advisory  Opinions 
1975-5  and  1975-6  (40  FR  31316,  July  25, 
1975),  an  Interim  Guideline  (40  FR 
32950,  August  5, 1975)  and  a  Policy  State¬ 
ment  (40  FR  32952,  August  5,  1975) ,  out¬ 
lined  requirements  for  the  disclosure  of 
pre-1975  campaign  debts.  These  publi¬ 
cations  point  out  generally  that  the  limits 
in  18  U.S.C.  608  (b)  and  (c)  do  not  apply 
to  contributions  and  expenditures  related 
only  to  retiring  past  campaign  debts. 
Further,  in  Advisory  Opinion  1975-82 
(40  FR  57757,  December  11,  1975)  the 
CkMnmission  extended  the  time  in  which 
candidates  and  political  committees  could 
solicit  contributions  for  the  repayment 
of  pre-1975  debts.  The  Cranston  Com¬ 
mittee  is  referred  to  AO  1975-82  for  spe¬ 
cific  guidance  in  reporting  contributions 
and  expenditures  to  retire  its  1974  debt. 
The  Commission  thus  answers  the  first 
question  in  the  affirmative. 

With  reference  to  question  two,  the 
limits  of  18  U.S.C.  608(a)  on  the  amoimt 
a  candidate  or  his  immediate  family  may 
expend  on  a  candidate’s  behalf  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  a  1974  debt.  Therefore,  Sena¬ 
tor  Cranston  (or  his  immediate  family) 
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may  not  at  any  time  expend  in  excess  of  need  not  be  counted  as  expenditures  commented  upon,  and  that  statutory 

within  the  manning  of  the  FEiCA  and  may  references  be  to  the  United  States  Code 
te  paid  from  the  Congressman’s  personal 


$35,000  with  respect  to  the  1974  cam¬ 
paign.  ITie  limits  of  18  U.S.C.  608(b), 
however,  will  not  be  applicable  to  con¬ 
tributions  .by  others  givrai  solely  for  re¬ 
tirement  of  pre-1975  campaign  debts. 

The  Commission  answers  the  last  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  negative.  The  CJmnmission 
recognizes  the  obligation  and  responsi¬ 
bility  of  candidates  and  committees  to 
retire  their  debts  and  encourages  the 
liquidation  of  these  debts  at  the  earliest 
possible  date.  But  whether  or  not  the 
Senator  decides  to  become  a  candidate 
with  respect  to  an  election  in  1980,  the 
Commission  will  not  count  expenditures 
related  to  the  retirement  of  a  1974  debt 
against  any  §  608(c)  limits  applicable 
in  a  futiure  Federal  election. 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  on  an 
interim  basis  pending  promulgation  by 
the  Commission  of  rules  and  regulations 
or  policy  statements  of  general  applica¬ 
bility. 

Advisory  Opinion  1975-107 

EXPENSES  FOR  A  TELEVISION  SHOW 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  pursu¬ 
ant  to  2  U.S.C.  437f  in  response  to  a  re¬ 
quest  submitted  by  Representative  Ed¬ 
ward  P.  Beard  as  to  whether  his  costs  for 
a  television  show  are  expenditures  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971,  as  amended 
(FECA).  The  request  was  published  as 
AOR  1975-107  in  the  December  1,  1975 
Federal  Register  (40  FR  55827) .  Inter¬ 
ested  parties  were  given  an  opportunity 
to  submit  written  comments  pertaining 
to  the  request.  No  comments  were 
received. 

The  request  states  that  the  television 
show  is  a  “newsletter  of  the  air.’’  Supple¬ 
mental  commimications  with  the  Con¬ 
gressman  make  it  clear  that  the  TV  show 
will  consist  of  a  review  of  the  Congress¬ 
man’s  past  year,  problems  that  face  the 
Congressman’s  district,  major  areas  of 
national  concern,  and  a  personal  holiday 
greeting.  The  show  will  be  aired  on  De¬ 
cember  23,  1975,  over  two  television  sta¬ 
tions  which  cover  the  Congressman’s  dis¬ 
trict.  All  production  and  air  time  costs 
are  proposed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  Con¬ 
gressman’s  personal  account. 

Representative  Beard  indicates  that  he 
has  not  yet  decided  whether  to  nm  for 
re-election.  Reports  filed  by  his  author¬ 
ized  political  committee  which  was  cre¬ 
ated  for  his  1974  campaign  and  has  con¬ 
tinued  in  existence  do  not  make  clear 
whether  he  has  received  contributions  or 
made  expenditures  with  a  view  toward 
“infiuencing  [his]  nomination  for  elec¬ 
tion,  or  •  *  •  election  *  •  •  to  Federal 
office.”  [See  2  U.S.C.  431  (e),  <f)  and  18 
U.S.C.  591  (e)  and  (f).] 

Based  on  the  particular  facts  alleged 
by  Congressman  Beard,  the  Commission 
is  of  the  view  and  the  costs  ’  of  the  show 


'  since,  regardless  ol  whether  or  not  he  is  a 
candidate.  Congressman  Beard  would  not 
have  to  report  In  1976  “the  value  of  •  •  • 
recording  services  furnished  to  him  by 
the  •  •  •  House  Recording  Studio,”  [2 
U.S.C.  S  434(d)  ]  this  opinion  does  not  deal 
with  costs  so  incurred.  However,  It  should  be 


funds  so  long  as  the  show  relates  to  legis¬ 
lative  business  and  not  to  an  upcoming 
campaign.  Payment  from  campaign 
fimds  would,  however,  raise  a  presump¬ 
tion  that  the  program  is  political  in  na¬ 
ture  and  an  expenditure  within  the 
meaning  of  18  U.S.C.  591(f).  This  oon- 
clusion  is  premised  on  an  assumption 
that  the  Congressman  is  not  a  candidate 
within  the  meaning  of  2  U.S.C.  431(b) 
and  18  U.S.C.  591(b). 

An  expenditure  is  defined  under  the 
FECA  as  “a  purchase,  payment,  distribu¬ 
tion,  loan,  advance,  deposit,  or  gift  of 
money  or  anything  of  value  . . .  made  for 
the  purpose  of  influencing  the  nomina¬ 
tion  for  election,  or  election  of  any  per¬ 
son  to  Federal  office.”  [See  2  U.S.C.  §  431 
(f) :  18  U.S.C.  §  591(f)  .1  In  the  view  of 
the  Commission,  a  brief  television  show 
summarizing  a  Congressman’s  activities 
and  shown  on  a  single  occasion  to  his 
constituents  does  not,  at  least  in  a  non¬ 
election  year,  fall  within  the  scope  of  this 
definition. 

This  advisory  opinion  is  issued  on  an 
Interim  basis  only  pending  promulgation 
by  the  Commission  of  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  or  policy  statements  of  general 
applicability. 

Dated:  December  18,  1975. 

Thomas  B.  Curtis, 
Chairman  for  the 
Federal  Election  Commission. 
[PR  Doc.75-347ie  Piled  12-30-75:8:45  am] 


(Notice  1975-98,  AOR  1976-122  through  AOR 
1975-124] 

ADVISORY  OPINION  REQUESTS 

In  accordance  with  the  procedures  set 
forth  in  the  Commission’s  Notice  1975-4, 
published  on  June  24,  1975  (40  FR 
26660) ,  Advisory  Opinion  Requests  1975- 
122  through  1975-124  are  published  to¬ 
day. 

Interested  persons  wishing  to  com¬ 
ment  on  the  subject  matter  of  any  Ad¬ 
visory  Opinion  Request  may  submit 
written  views  with  respect  to  such  re¬ 
quests  on  or  before  January  10,  1975. 
Such  submission  should  be  sent  to  the 
Federal  Election  Commission,  Office  of 
General  Counsel.  Advisory  Opinion  Sec¬ 
tion,  1325  K  Street,  NW.,  Washington 
D.C.  20463.  Persons  requiring  additional 
time  in  which  to  respond  to  any  Advisory 
Opinion  Request  will  normally  be 
granted  such  time  upon  written  request 
to  the  Ckimmission.  All  timely  com¬ 
ments  received  by  the  Commission  will 
be  considered  by  the  Commission  before 
it  issues  an  advisory  opinion.  The  Com¬ 
mission  recommends  that  comments  on 
pending  Advisory  Opinion  Requests  refer 
to  specific  AOR  number  of  the  Request 


noted  that  the  §  434(d)  exemption  does  not 
apply  for  “recording  services  furnished  dur¬ 
ing  the  calendar  year  befmre  the  year  in  which 
the  Member’s  term  expires.”  In  other  words, 
the  value  of  recording  servioea  provided  in 
calendar  year  1976  would  be  reportable. 


citations,  rather  than  to  the  Public  Law 
Citations. 

AOR  1975-122:  Contributions  from  An  In¬ 
corporated  Membership  OtganlsaMon. 

(Request  Edited  by  the  Commission.) 

Dear  Mr.  Cxmrxs : 

•  •  •  •  • 

The  Council  For  A  Livable  World  was 
founded  in  1962  by  the  world-renowned  phys¬ 
icist  and  biologist  Leo  Szilard.  It  is  a  non¬ 
partisan,  national  political  (wganizatlon  with 
headquarters  in  Washington.  D.C.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  purpose  of  the  CoimcU  is  to  help  clarify, 
in  the  minds  of  the  public,  the  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  the  Congress,  what  needs  to  be  done 
to  reduce  the  danger  of  war,  to  further  elimi¬ 
nate  war  as  an  Instrument  of  national  policy, 
and  to  advance  the  creation  of  livable  world 
wherein. acceptable  standards  of  freedom  and 
economic  well-being  prevaU  in  as  large  a 
part  of  the  world  as  possible.  •  •  • 

In  pursuit  of  Its  purpose,  the  Council  fa¬ 
cilitates  discussions  between  scientists, 
scholars,  and  other  well  informed  persons 
with  members  of  the  Administration  and 
members  of  Congress.  •  •  • 

In  the  course  of  Its  multlfacted  activities, 
which  also  Include  the  pubUca/tion  of  a  news¬ 
letter  to  its  individual  subscribing  members, 
the  Council  solicits  contributions  for  political 
candidates  campaigning  for  Federal  office. 
Clearly,  the  CouncU  holds  no  economic  lever¬ 
age  over  any  potential  contributor  nor  will 
the  latter  realize  any  personal  pecuniary 
profit  by  support  of  the  CoimcU  or  candi¬ 
dates  It  recommends.  As  a  result.  It  is  sub¬ 
mitted  that  the  Council  has  characteristics 
which  distinguish  It  from  most,  but  not  all, 
groups  which  seek  to  encourage  and  support 
political  candidates. 

•  •  •  •  • 

[Although  now  unincorporated,  the  Coun¬ 
cil  is  considering  incorporating  for  liability 
purposes  only.]  The  dilemma  facing  the 
Council  is  clear:  If  It  Incorporates  to  protect 
its  members  from  civil  liability.  It  must  be 
wary  in  expressing  its  viewpoints  lest  it  be¬ 
come  liable  to  criminal  prosecution  under 
the  ambiguous  provisions  of  18  U.S.C.  610 
relating  to  nonmonetary  campaign  contribu¬ 
tions.  The  Council  Is  concerned  that,  if  it 
incorporates,  almost  any  statement  It  makes 
about  elected  officials  or  candidates  In  its 
newsletter  to  Its  members  might  be  viewed 
as  a  campaign  “contribution”  because  of  the 
ambiguous  definition  of  that  term  in  section 
610.  •  •  • 

Finally,  if  the  Council  incorporates,  would 
it  be  required  to  qualify  as  a  new  committee 
for  the  contribution  limits  allowed  by  18 
U.8.C.  608(b)(2),  or  would  Its  prior  unin¬ 
corporated  status  under  that  section  remain 
applicable? 

Terry  F.  Lenzner. 

Source:  Terry  F.  Lenzner,  Attorney  for  the 
Council  For  A  Liveable  W<wld,  910  17th  Street, 
NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20006.  (December  5, 
1976.) 

AOR  1975-123:  Treatment  of  Transportation 
Offered  to  a  UB.  Senator  Who  Is  Not  a 
Candidate  (Request  Edited  by  the 
Commission) . 

Gentlemen  : 

•  •  •  •  • 

Senator  BUmpers  was  elected  in  1974  and 
took  his  seat  in  1975.  His  term  will  expire  in 
January  of  1981.  He  has  taken  no  steps  to 
qualify  as  a  candidate  to  succeed  himself, 
nor  has  be  made  a  decision  whether  to  run 
for  re-election.  He  Is  not  a  candidate  for  any 
other  office. 

•  •  •  This  Inquiry  Is  directed  toward  the 
following  situations: 
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A  Senator  is  invited  to  speak  to  the  Ciiam- 
ber  of  Commerce,  the  Bar  Association,  the 
Insurance  Association,  etc^  In  his  home  state. 
The  sponsoring  organization  or  a  person  who 
is  a  member  of  sutdi  organization  ftimlshea 
an  airplane  to  pick  the  Senator  up  and  return 
Yiim  either  to  his  home  within  the  state,  or 
Washington.  The  airplane  may  be  owned  by 
an  individual  or  by  a  corporation.  Has  a 
political  contribution  or  expendlt\ire  been 
made  within  the  meaning  of  the  law? 

Assxime  the  same  situation  except  that  the 
airplane  is  furnished  by  an  individual  or 
cc»ix>ratlon  who  is  not  a  member  of  the 
(xganization,  but  who  is  simply  making  a 
friendly  gesture  on  behalf  of  the  organization 
or  some  member  of  the  organization.  In  such 
event  has  a  contribution  or  expenditure  been 
made? 

Please  also  assume  for  purposes  of  your 
opinion  that  none  of  the  Senator’s  appear¬ 
ances  speeches  is  for,  or  on  behalf  of,  a 
can^)aign  or  candidacy  or  any  other  person. 
•  *  •  •  • 

Richard  S.  Arnold. 

Source:  Richard  S.  Arnidd,  Legislative  As¬ 
sistant,  Senator  Dale  Bumpers.  United  States 
Senate,  Washington,  D.C.  20510.  (Decem¬ 
ber  9. 1975.) 

AOR  1975-124:  Status  of  Copies  of  Federal 
Flection  Reports  Filed  with  the  Various 
Secretaries  of  State;  Effect  of  Federal 
Election  Laws  on  Florida  Elections  Laws 
(Request  Edited  and  Paraphrased  by  the 
Commission)  (A  Condensation  of  Two 
Letters) . 

Dear  Sir:  You  are  advised  I  have  filed  as  a 
candidate  for  the  office  of  President  of  the 
United  States. 

•  •  •  •  • 

As  I  am  now  a  candidate,  it  is  requested 
your  office  provide  me  with  an  Advisory 
Opinion  •  •  • 


1.  Is  it  illegal  for  anyone  to  use  for  political 
fund  raising  ptirposes  the  Information  con¬ 
tained  in  the  eamptilsm  eontrihutitm  report 
submitted  by  various  candidates  for  public 
office  and  pied  with  the  various  Secretaries 
of  State? 

2.  Do  the  copies  (not  submitted  to  the 
Federal  Election  Commisston)  fall  within 
the  category  of  Items  oonteixq>lated  by  the 
Federal  Freedmn  .of  Information  Act  a-nd 
becomes  public  information  for  use  by  any 
person  for  any  purpose? 

3.  Do  the  “copies”  of  the  Federal  campaign 
contribution  reports  filed  with  the  Secre¬ 
taries  of  State  ever  become  subject  to  state 
laws  which  prohibit  use  of  cimtribution  re¬ 
ports  for  fund  raising  purposes? 

4.  Was  it  Illegal  to  use  for  political  fund 
raising  purposes  the  names  identified  in  the 
General  Accoimting  Office  publication  of  con¬ 
tributors  who  provided  monies  to  the  1972 
presidential  candidates? 

5.  Has  the  subsequent  amendment  to  the 
election  laws  (with  later  re-alignment  of 
responsibility)  changed  the  law  so  that  the 
use  of  the  alphabetical  listing  of  1972  Presi¬ 
dential  Camjialgn  Receipts  is  now  legal? 

6.  Has  the  current  Federal  Election  Law 
totally  preempted  state  laws  for  congressional 
and  presidential  elections? 

7.  Has  the  Federal  law  requiring  a  candidate 
to  have  a  committee  made  it  unnecessary  for 
a  Federal  candidate  to  file  his  own  separate 
contribution  and  expenditure  report? 

8.  In  the  event  the  current  Fednal  law  him 
only  partially  preempted  state  election  laws, 
have  the  following  Florida  laws  been  nullified 
by  the  current  Federal  law? 

A.  Has  the  Federal  requirement  for  a  com¬ 
mittee  nullified  state  laws  requiring  the 
candidate  to  file  a  report? 

B.  Did  the  current  Federal  election  pro¬ 
vision  requiring  a  camjyaign  treasurer  and 


committee  nullify  Florida  law  permitting  the 
candidate  to  be  his  own  campaign  treasurer? 

C.  Did  the  current  Federal  election  pro¬ 
visions  nullify  Florida  law  permitting  the  use 
of  one  .or  m<xe  “Deputy  Campaign  Treasur¬ 
ers”  who  have  the  same  power  and  authority 
as  a  campaign  treasurer? 

D.  Did  the  •  •  *  Federal  election  law 
nullify  the  provisions  of  the  Florida  law 
which  prohibited  expending  funds  for  “print¬ 
ing”  and  “renting  of  halls”  until  approxi¬ 
mately  60  days  before  an  election? 

9.  •  •  •  [Iln  the  event  your  office  deter¬ 
mines  that  all  use  of  camx>aign  contributions 
lists  for  fund  raising  purposes  are  Illegal,  we 
would  appreciate  an  opinion  on  the  legality 
of  using  “testimonial  fund  raising  lists”  for 
fund  raising  purposes. 

10.  Is  it  necessary  to  register  the  cam¬ 
paign  committee  (required  by  the  Federal 
statute)  loith  the  states  that  require  regis¬ 
tration  of  political  committees? 

11.  We  propose  to  use  as  voluntary  work¬ 
ers  two  persons  who  receive  Federal  funds. 
One  of  the.  Individuals  receives  Aid  to  De¬ 
pendent  Children  and  the  other  individual 
is  totally  disabled  and  receives  a  small  in¬ 
come  as  welfare.  'The  Florida  State  Rehabil¬ 
itation  and  the  UB.  Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration  have  indicated  both  funds  are 
UB.  Social  Security  funds.  [Would  the  use 
of  such  voluntary  workers  be  prohibited  by 
the  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971, 
as  amended?  ] 

Robert  L.  Brewster. 

Source:  Robert  L.  Brewster,  21(K)  Howell 
Branch  Rd.,  Plantation  Apt.  36E,  Maitland 
Florida.  (November  19,  1975.) 

Dated:  December  22, 1975. 

Neil  Staebler, 

Vice  Chairman  for  the 
Federal  Election  Commission. 
[FR  Doc.75-34849  FDed  12-30-75:8:45  am] 
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